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DIGEST:

Prior decision dktnying protest that Government's
estimate of cost of! performing wotk with Govrnrmnt
dredge was unreasonable is affirmed uLonn rocon-
sidsration as additional infod'aation siibmi tted
by'procurirsj activity in response to protester's
argument rot:'computatJon of estimate affirms prior
finding of reasonable basis for estimate.

Durocher Dock & Dre ge, Inc. (Durocher), has,>
zequested reconsideration of our decision in Dl-'ocher
D.dck & Dredge, Iri'c., b-189704-e March 29, 1978, 7-8-1 Cpu
241, denying Durocher 'Is;protXast against the rejecttorn
of-its bid under invitation for bids (IFB) No. DACW35-
78-B-0019 issued by tile Department of the Army, Curpo of
Engineers, Detroit Distcict. I

1,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.

The IPB has for mmaintenanca dredging 'at Little
Lake Harbor, Mhchigan. An the Corps determined that
the Sty. Paul Distiict's crane bar~'eMarkus would'be
available, a Governmenit>'s hired labor estimate wan
prepared to compare with the bds received as required
by 33 U.S.C.eS 624 (1970), which states that- Iif thte bids
received exceed the Government estimate bv morethan 25
percent, the work shall be performed by the Government.

Duracher submitted the low bid of $08,900 and
the Governmentl's`ired labor estimate was $44,311.30.
As Durocher's bid was mote than 25 pericent`greater
than the hired labor ostimnate, all bi.k were rejected as
the work was to be performed. by the St. Paul District.
Fo6l1b6iing a protest by Durocher 'to the contracting
officer, the Corpsrevised the hired labor estimate
4 becauie of the omission of certain costs whibh
raised t1 he estim`te'.to,$64,146.94, but Durocher's
bid still exceeded Ehis figuree:b~y 38.6 percent and,
therefore, was unacd^ptable under 33 U.S.C. S 624.
Durocher then protested the reasonableness of the
estimate to our dffi'c and in our decision of
March 29, 1978, we found the estimate to be reason-
able and denied the protest.
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Durocher's basis for its request for reconsideta-
tion is that our prior decision did not fully analyze
the Government'r estimate in light of certain argu-
ments made by the protester on the agency's report
furnished our Office in response to the protest. Sub-
sequent to the filing of the request for reconsider-
ation, we obtained additional comments from the Corps
concerning the arguments of Durocher regarding various
portions of the Gcvernment's estimate. Although the
protester was furnished a copy of the Corps' analysis,
it did riot choose to comment.

Initially, Durocher argues that the 'bid" of the
St. Paul District was nonresponqive because it was ,based
on receiving a notice to proceed dated no later than
June 10, 1977, and standard form 21 required all bidders
to keep rheir bids open for 60 days following bid opening,
held on June 9l, 1977. Since the Government hired labor
estimate is not a "bid," as siuch, but merely a guideline
to compare with the other prices received; tints contention
has no merit.

The other points raised by Durocfier all reilate
to the manner in Which the Corps computed its estimats-
The Corps' response to the request for reconsideration
contains detailed1 point-by-point answers to qbestions
raised by the protesC-r concerning the validity of its
ettimate. We have carefully revieled the additional
submission by the Corps and find Che Corps' estimate to
lhnve been arrived at in a reasonable manner. See OKC
Dredging Inc., B-189507, January 18, 1978, 78-1 CPWT4.

Accordingly, our decision of March 29, 1978,
is affirmed.

Deputy Comptroller Genera
of the United States
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